growing crisis in China-US relations until a settlement was finally negotiated 11 days later.
Analyses of this Incident generally emphasise either the purposive (rational or ideational) calculations of unitary (or consensual) governments, or the domestic political conflicts within states that produce foreign policy decisions. Purposive and unitary explanations tend to focus almost exclusively on statesmen calculating state-to-state relations, whereas domestic conflict explanations illuminate the internal processes within states, but generally do not systematically and theoretically link them to the bargaining between states. As a result of these deficiencies, the actual dynamics of the Hainan negotiations have as yet not been adequately delineated and empirically established.
To rectify this and draw some general lessons for analysing other cases, this article seeks to explain the Hainan negotiations by undertaking three tasks. First, it examines prevailing explanations of the Hainan Incident and situates them within the context of the two general approaches to China-US relations, both of which neglect the "two-level" dynamics that actually occurred in these negotiations. Second, to overcome these flaws, it delineates an alternative explanation that combines two-level games and negotiation theory. To illuminate how two-level dynamics determine and alter the negotiating positions of states, four propositions about the placement of "resistance points" are presented and empirical evidence from this case is used to probe their plausibility. Third, the "two-level negotiations" approach is used to explain the resolution of the Incident, with particular attention given to the key role of semantic ambiguity in facilitating the "joint deflection" of domestic opposition in both countries.
Two Approaches to China-US Relations and the Hainan Incident Purposive Unitary Explanations
Purposive and unitary analyses of China-US relations derive the motivational impetus for policies either from geostrategic and economic considerations, or from ideological and cultural influences. "Realist" and "neoliberal" analysts of international relations examine the geostrategic and economic factors that supply the material interests that motivate rational Chinese and American policymakers. Since the Tiananmen Incident in 1989, both advocates of "strategic partnership" and "strategic competition" base their analyses on these rational calculations (and miscalculations) of interests, though they arrive at different conclusions about the policy that best serves these interests (e.g., "engagement" or "containment"). 1 Meanwhile, proponents of ideological or cultural explanations emphasise the ideational sources of Chinese and American foreign policies which supply imperatives and guidelines to policymakers that can lead to both rational assessments and/or misperceptions of interests and intentions. In the analysis of China-US relations, numerous ideological or cultural explanations show how American and Chinese foreign policies are influenced by these ideational imperatives and guidelines. 2 In analysing the Hainan Incident, proponents of purposive and unitary explanations emphasise the consensus among Chinese leaders and their purposive intent in responding to it. Explicitly rejecting the internal conflict approach, Jonathan Pollack argues that explanations based on "hawks, factions and hard-liners" is "supposition" and "not based on any evidence" that he could detect. "If China is as highly factionalised in these issues as some observers believe, Jiang would have never left on the trip [to Latin America]", … and since "the senior military leadership of China are all people who have been appointed to their positions by Jiang himself, any suggestion that the military leadership was off on its own -doing its own thing -strikes me as highly implausible. So far as we can observe, their decisionmaking process was disciplined and purposeful."
3 David Shambaugh discerned in a testimonial, "a consensus in China about the United States that is not just driven by the PLA. There are equally hard-line elements in the Communist Party, in the security apparatus and other parts of government, and indeed … in the society at large." 4 Analysts who present this portrait of a rational, unified Chinese leadership, largely unconstrained by elite factionalism or public opinion, differ in their assessment of the content of the resultant policy. In explaining the release of the American crew, Pollack credits both sides with "a purposeful, diligent effort to get to an understanding". Since the "highest priority" of China's leaders "was not the return of the crew, but trying to find their pilot", he concluded. "It was only when they began to acknowledge the death of their pilot that we saw the conclusions of our negotiations on return of the crew."
5 This portrait of a rational, purposive Chinese leadership also emerged in the account of John Keefe who was then a special assistant to US Ambassador Joseph Prueher: "On the Chinese side, pragmatism had won out", and although "Chinese officials' attitudes continued to range from hard-edged ambivalence to hostility, these same officials also repeatedly stressed that the Incident should not derail the US-China relationship." 6 By contrast, other authors presented a more strategic and power-based explanation of China's Hainan policy. In this "realist" analysis, Chinese decision-making was highly centralised, not driven by the military or "rabid nationalism" and purposively produced a tough initial policy. Citing "high-level sources in Beijing", these writers reported that the dozen members of the Standing Committee of the Politburo and Central Military Commission (CMC) decided on a "hard line" because it "was part of a larger diplomatic strategy … [of ] weakening the US security role in Asia so that China can play a larger role". In this rational unitary explanation, 7 Presenting a similar analysis, Larry Wortzel argued that the detention of the American plane and crew, along with the detention of other Americans in China, "demonstrates that China is embarking on a path of intimidation and coercion aimed at forcing America and other countries to meet its demands". 8 According to other writers, the Chinese demand for an apology was an effort to elicit an American acknowledgment of blame for the accident. "The broader purpose of the Chinese demand", however, "was to inflict upon the US a public international humiliation" with the intent of "consciously and deliberately forcing the United States to lose face, and thereby to admit its weakness".
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Proponents of the purposive and unitary approach have also offered explanations of the US response to the Incident. According to Pollack, for example, President Bush "had to begin from the realities that … China … had the crew and … the plane", and his policy response "had very little to do with US business interests". He acknowledged, however, that "Bush may well have feared losing control of this issue in US domestic politics."
10 Top officials in the Bush Administration have also explained the American response as a product of rational unitary decision-making, pointing to "the unified approach the president laid out" and how he "made the determination to let the negotiators do their negotiating".
11 These insider accounts are illuminating but must be treated with caution since they can also be self-serving.
Domestic Conflict Explanations
In contrast to the purposive unitary approach, other analysts believe that it is the domestic conflicts within states which are critical in foreign policy-making. Instead of being the purposive choices of states, policies emerge out of a political process involving many actors within states. In the analysis of China-US relations, scholars have examined various domestic influences on this bilateral relationship including the effects of interest groups, public opinion, businesses, bureaucracies, institutions and a combination of these and other domestic factors. 12 Within about the past 15 years, due largely to three major developments, this second approach to China-US relations has become more salient. First, the end of the Cold War has eroded the anticommunist consensus that gave American policymakers extraordinary autonomy from domestic groups in conducting foreign policy. In China-US relations, moreover, the Nixon-Kissinger and Mao-Zhou days of strategic clarity when US-China rapprochement triangulated against the Soviet Union no longer exist.
Second, as China becomes more integrated into the global economy and China-US economic interdependence increases, zero-sum conflicts over security issues are frequently overtaken by positive-sum economy-related "coordination problems". Directly and differentially affected domestic groups involved in disputes over trade, investment, labour standards, intellectual property rights, etc., naturally seek to protect their interests by influencing the foreign policies and negotiating positions of their governments.
Third, as market reforms have been implemented nationally in China and democratic electoral experiments conducted locally, the authoritarian Communist leaders have become more constrained by the demands of public opinion and newly mobilised groups. They have necessarily had to rely increasingly on popular nationalism and rising economic standards to legitimise their political monopoly. 13 China scholars and policy analysts such as Kenneth Lieberthal, Minxin Pei, Yasheng Huang and Douglas Paal have closely examined the disputes between the accommodationists (or "moderates" or "reformers") and the hard-liners (or "conservatives" or the "military") within the government and the influence of nationalism and public opinion. In their view, China's initial demands and ultimate decision to release the American crew were the result of domestic compromises between rival factions within the leadership and bureaucracy.
14 Other observers regard the bargaining among China's top leaders as more important. According to former US Ambassador to China Winston Lord, for example, "there's a debate in the politburo between those who want to take a hard line and those who say, 'We've got to deal with the Bush administration for four years, let's try to get out of this thing.'" On one side there are "probably those who say, 'We've got to teach this new administration we can't be fooled with'", while on the other side "you have those probably including Jiang Zemin and the premier Zhu Rongji who say, 'We can get some advantage out of this but let's not push it too far.'" 15 Domestic conflict explanations have also been used to explain the US response to the Hainan Incident. These highlight the internal divisions between the accommodationists led by Secretary of State Colin Powell and National Security Advisor Condoleezza Rice, and the hard-liners led by Secretary of Defence Donald Rumsfeld and Vice President Richard Cheney. In these explanations, the response of the Bush Administration was a triumph for the moderates over the conservatives.
Both supporters and critics of the Bush policy have presented various domestic conflict explanations. Supporters such as Nicholas Lardy, for example, argued "There was some tension -there's no doubt. This is a victory for Secretary Powell and a more realistic, less ideological approach towards dealing with China." Similarly, Joseph Montville observed, "There has been, apparently, a little drama in terms of who has the most influence on the president's decision-making. This looks like a very strong win for … the secretary of state." 16 At the same time, critics of the Bush administration's Hainan policy such as conservative analyst Gary Schmitt groused, "it was only the secretary 14 
Two-level Games and Negotiation Theory
In Robert Putnam's seminal "two-level games" approach, international relations are explained as the product of simultaneous political processes (i.e., heuristic "games") conducted at the international level between states (Level 1), and at the domestic level between states and their societal constituencies (Level 2). Foreign policies are determined not only by state-centric assessments of strategic/economic interests and relative power capabilities, but also by the constraints of domestic groups on the negotiating positions of states. Each international actor has a "winset" consisting of all the policy options that are acceptable to political leaders on the one hand, and ratifiable by domestic constituencies on the other. For Putnam, the negotiating positions of each state can be conceptualised as "political indifference curves" that represent all possible trade-offs between domestic interests. If the minimum ratifiable political indifference curves of states overlap, then international agreement is possible. This overlap in the "win-sets" of states delimits a policy space where cooperation is possible, while conflicts or stalemates occur outside of this zone. ratifiable political indifference curve can be recast as the "resistance point" of each negotiator. This point represents the minimal gains that a negotiator is willing to accept in an agreement. Level 2 bargaining between the state and its domestic constituencies largely determines it. Immediately adjacent to it is the negotiator's "batna" or "best alternative to negotiated agreement". The minimal resistance point is reached when the negotiator prefers the batna to any lesser gains in the negotiations because any further concessions would be unratifiable domestically. The area between the resistance points of two states demarcates a potential "zone of agreement" where international cooperation is possible. The maximum scope of this agreement zone, in turn, is bounded by the outer limits of what the negotiators believe to be possible. This "Pareto frontier" is an abstraction that is useful conceptually, but difficult to determine precisely (see Figure 1 ). Two-level negotiation analysis offers a promising new approach to both the demarcation and modulation of the zone of agreement. Since the resistance point delimits the minimal ratifiable political indifference curve of each state, shifts in the location of the batna can alter the size of the "win-set" and thereby affect the outcome of international negotiations. Specifically, a downward shift in the resistance points enlarges the zone of agreement and enhances international cooperation while an upward shift reduces the agreement zone and restricts international cooperation. Finally, opposing negotiators can realise additional joint gains by discovering that they have underestimated the location of their "Pareto frontier". Through brainstorming for new value-creating compromises or deciding that intractable issues can be postponed, they might find that their agreement zone is larger than originally believed because their true "efficiency frontier" extends further out than they realised.
Four Propositions on Determining Resistance Points
Two-level analysis begins with the uncontroversial argument that international cooperation between states requires some overlap in their minimally acceptable negotiation positions. These minimally acceptable "resistance points", however, are significantly affected by bargaining between statesmen and their domestic constituencies. Such Level 2 determinants of Level 1 negotiating positions can be presented in the form of four propositions. The first three propositions are commonly known hypotheses derived from the "two-level games" approach. The new fourth one examines the effects of the joint deflection of Level 2 domestic opposition on the success of Level 1 agreements.
The first two standard propositions can be found in Robert Ross' game theoretic analysis of the China-US relationship following the Tiananmen Incident. 21 In Proposition #1, if the domestic opposition to a bilateral agreement is relatively strong, then political leaders need to pursue a Level 2 strategy of "cooperation" towards domestic hard-liners and a strategy of "defection" in their Level 1 negotiations with adversaries. In so doing, their resistance points remain rigid or are raised and the zone of agreement remains unchanged or becomes constricted. Proposition #2, in contrast, posits that if the domestic opposition to a bilateral agreement is relatively weak, then political leaders can pursue a Level 2 strategy of "defection" towards domestic hard-liners and a strategy of "cooperation" towards their Level 1 adversaries. By absorbing the domestic political costs of this defection, leaders can unilaterally lower their resistance points and thereby enlarge the zone of agreement to enhance Level 1 cooperation.
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In addition to these straightforward Level 2 determinants of Level 1 bargaining, there are also a number of signalling strategies that statesmen can pursue. To affect the calculations of their adversaries in Level 1 bargaining, for example, statesmen can pursue commonly known strategies such as "tying hands", "cutting slack" or "sinking costs". 24 Of these standard kinds of Level 2 manoeuvres, the most familiar and apparently most effective is "tying hands" in which statesmen seek greater Level 1 concessions by signalling to other statesmen that their resistance points cannot be lowered because their "hands" are "tied" by Level 2 constraints. 25 Hence, Proposition #3 posits that if one state has "tied hands", the other state should be prompted to lower its resistance point and yield greater concessions in their Level 1 bargaining. However, if both states pursue this strategy of "tying hands", then cooperation between them is unlikely.
In implicit and unofficial ways, political leaders can also influence their resistance points through the joint "deflection" of domestic constraints. 26 Proposition #4 posits that if statesmen can modulate their concessions jointly to deflect the ire of their respective domestic critics, they would be more likely to lower their resistance points and successfully negotiate an agreement. Through implicit or uncoordinated adjustments, they yield just enough to allow the other side to win over some domestic critics and thereby help each other reduce the strength of their respective Level 2 oppositions. In so doing, they unofficially help each other lower their respective resistance points. Instead of defecting against Level 2 hard-liners, statesmen are deflecting their domestic oppositions by placating enough of their critics to render the remaining opponents sufficiently weak to ignore or suppress. In the Hainan Incident, the evidence suggests that 23 26 "Deflection" refers to the turning aside or sidetracking of some domestic opposition through the offer of some concessions.
linguistic flexibility and semantic ambiguity played crucial roles in facilitating the joint modulation of the eventual resistance points. The short duration of this Incident and clarity of the issues involved make this case very suitable for introducing the "two-level negotiations" approach and undertaking a plausibility probe of these for propositions. In a short crisis, the testing of hypotheses is facilitated because the temporal sequence, negotiated trade-offs, key participants and other contextual factors are usually clear and stable.
Initial Resistance Points in the Hainan Incident Initial Resistance Point of the US
The initial demands of American policymakers were the immediate access to the detained crew, prompt return of the crew and plane and respect for the "sovereign immunity" of the EP-3E aircraft. "The first step," Bush declared on 2 April, "should be immediate access by our Embassy personnel to our crew members." Irritated by Chinese delays in responding to American queries, he added, "I am troubled by the lack of a timely Chinese response to our request for this access. Failure of the Chinese Government to react promptly to our request is inconsistent with standard diplomatic practice and with the expressed desire of both our countries for better relations." The following day, Bush again lectured the Chinese for being wayward and asserted US prerogatives regarding acceptable Chinese behaviour and standards of rectitude: "We have allowed the Chinese Government time to do the right thing. But now it is time for our service men and women to return home, and it is time for the Chinese Government to return our plane." 27 Other Administration officials echoed the President's demands. Speaking on behalf of the US Pacific Command, Lt. Colonel Stephen Barger said simply, "We're just concerned about the safety and welfare of the crew and the return of that plane." At a 1 April briefing, Admiral Dennis Blair further insisted that the American plane was "sovereign-immune territory". Prueher reiterated on 2 April that the plane enjoyed "sovereign immune status" that "precluded foreign search, boarding, or seizure or detention of the aircraft without US consent". Rear Admiral Craig Quigley also tortuously explained, "When you have diplomatic exchanges, military visits, any purpose for a state-owned aircraft to be on another nation's soil, it is common diplomatic practice to not have that aircraft subject to inspections or boardings. …" 28
Initial Resistance Point of China
The Chinese initially demanded an apology from the US, an admission of blame and a halt to further American aerial surveillance along China's coast. At a 3 April joint meeting of the CMC and Standing Committee of the Politburo, China's top leaders decided that the American plane and crew would be released only after the US Government issued a formal apology for the Incident.
29 President Jiang Zemin bluntly declared, "The United States should apologise to the Chinese for this incident, … bear all responsibilities for the consequences of the incident … [and] should stop this kind of flight in airspace along the coast of China." Foreign Ministry spokesman Zhu Bangzao reiterated, "The US side must face up to the facts, bear full responsibility, apologise to China, and not seek any excuse to shirk its responsibility." Insisting that "the US side should be held fully responsible and apologise", Chinese Ambassador to the US Yang Jiechi demanded that the United States "stop such flights along China's coast and over its territorial airspace". 30 While presenting these initial demands, China also rejected the initial demands of the US. There would not be an immediate or prompt release of the American crew and plane until Chinese demands were met. China also intended to investigate the Incident fully by questioning the American crew and examining the spyplane. Zhu declared, "As the victim country, China is fully entitled to conduct investigations into the case." Explicitly rejecting the American "sovereign immunity" claim, he insisted "there was no question of 'immunity'", since "this was not a civilian plane but a military plane that entered without permission, 28 violating international and Chinese law. If this plane is sovereign American territory," he asked, "how has the American territory moved to the Chinese land?" 31 Finally, irritated by the brusque American demands and seeming indifference to the loss of the Chinese pilot, Chinese officials also demanded some respect and consideration from the US. Foreign Minister Tang Jiaxuan complained to Prueher that the US "did not face up to the reality or take responsibility" for the collision. "On the contrary, it has displayed an arrogant air, used lame arguments, confounded right and wrong, and made groundless accusations against China."
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Level 2 Constraints on Level 1 Negotiations
Level 2 bargaining with their domestic hard-liners apparently affected the initial resistance points of both Chinese and American statesmen. Although domestic constraints on Level 1 negotiating positions are difficult to ascertain, especially in authoritarian countries, the available evidence suggests that American and Chinese leaders were both constrained in their Level 1 bargaining by their respective domestic constituencies.
Level 2 Bargaining and the US' Resistance Point
From the beginning of the crisis, Bush and his advisers firmly rejected yielding to the Chinese demand for an apology. Powell insisted on 3 April, "We have nothing to apologise for. We did not do anything wrong. Our plane was in international airspace." Indeed, according to a senior Administration official, a statement of regret was "not even in question" during the first few days. this is suspicion confirmed." For many military hawks, the desire to respond with force was restrained only by a concern for the safety of the crew. "After we get our people out," declared an infuriated senior Navy officer, "we should denounce all these equivocal statements we made to spring them. And then we should bomb the damn plane on the tarmac."
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Many conservatives within the Republican Party shared these apprehensions about Chinese intentions and viewed China as a "strategic competitor" to the US. According to Representative Joseph Pitts (R-Pennsylvania) for example, "China's belligerence is outrageous. It violates international agreements … and damages US-China relations. President Bush should stand firm and strong and demand an apology from the dictators in Beijing." Another Representative, Tom Tancredo (R-Colorado) declared, "We're not going to get anything by pussyfooting around them. They understand and respect power and they respect a no-nonsense approach." A "soft policy" towards China, insisted conservative activist Gary Bauer, would cause "profound alienation" between the Party's grassroots and leaders. A failure to respond appropriately to "the challenge China represents", warned a former Reagan Defense Department official, would be "the end of Bush's honeymoon with conservatives". 35 Other critics of China raised the spectre of damaging consequences on future bilateral issues. Representative Mark Kirk (R-Illinois) warned that if the Incident was not resolved in two weeks, "the Chinese will begin to pay a price", while Representative Frank Wolf (R-Virginia) blustered, "If they want trade with us, they should act like a civilised nation." One conservative activist complained, "What you've done is see the Chinese misbehave and pay no cost at this point for their misbehaviour." 36 The demands of domestic hard-liners probably placed constraints on the policy choices available to the Bush Administration. Since they were largely conservative Republicans who were core supporters of the President, these advocates of a tough response to China wielded significant influence. Of even greater consequence, however, the tough Chinese demands threatened to alter the level of domestic support behind American policy towards China. Proponents of diplomatic "engagement" with China (including Republican businessmen) were placed on the defensive, while advocates of military "containment" gained wider support. As former Reagan official Kenneth Adelman observed, the Hainan Incident "weakens the supporters of China and very much emboldens those with suspicions that China's up to no good in the world. Politics is about intensity, and you really zap the intensity out of the pro-China folks."
37 Given the influence of domestic hard-liners and the shifting of domestic support, it was extremely difficult for the Bush Administration to yield to China's tough initial demands (even if it was inclined to do so) and lower the initial US resistance point. In an instance of Proposition #1, this need to cooperate at Level 2 with domestic hard-liners contributed to the initial US defection against China in the Level 1 negotiations.
Level 2 Bargaining and China's Resistance Point
Like their American counterparts, Chinese leaders also formulated their initial resistance point under constraints imposed probably by their Level 2 bargaining with domestic hard-liners. In an authoritarian political system, however, such negotiations are difficult to ascertain given the prudent reticence of critics and the absence of interview data with top officials. Nevertheless, there is some evidence to indicate that domestic hard-liners and nationalists exerted some influence on China's initial resistance point. In an instance of Proposition #1, evidence suggests that Chinese leaders defected against the US in the initial Level 1 negotiations in order to cooperate with their Level 2 critics.
First, during the early days of the crisis, the People's Liberation Army (and especially the Guangzhou military region) wielded great influence because it supplied the information (and misinformation) about the Incident to China's top leaders and controlled both the American aircraft and its crew. In relaying their account of the Incident up the chain of command, there were ample opportunities for the recounting of events to be "'massaged' or 'sanitised' by senior military officers predisposed to tell a PLA-friendly story and place the US actions in the worst possible light". 38 By the time the CMC informed the Politburo Standing Committee, the PLA controlled the official version of the Incident as well as the plane and crew. According to Assistant Secretary of State James Kelley, both plane and crew "became in effect the property of the People's Liberation Army … and apparently some kind of bargaining process then began with the authorities in Beijing". 39 Some members of the military opposed the return of both the plane and crew. One Chinese electronic warfare specialist argued that the equipment should be retained because "China is unable to estimate how much valuable intelligence the plane has collected and where the intelligence is stored on the plane." The crewmembers, meanwhile, should be held because "they already know in their minds a number of important electronic warfare parameters of the Chinese armed forces." Hence, "just releasing these Americans constitutes a heavy loss to the Chinese military". 40 Second, all published statements throughout the crisis by Chinese military leaders and the Liberation Army Daily called for tough conditions without the slightest hint of concessions. 41 Even as the Foreign Ministry sought a negotiated solution, Chinese military leaders consistently demanded an apology from the US as the price for the release of the American plane and crew. As Chinese Defense Minister Chi Haotian stated, "The United States must face the facts, assume responsibility, apologise to the Chinese people and take measures to ensure that such Incidents don't happen again." While on a visit to New Zealand, CMC ViceChairman Zhang Wannian reiterated Chinese demands for an American apology and for "the United States to stop its spy flights along China's coastal areas". On 9 April he said, "Only if the US side adopts a pragmatic and co-operative approach and takes seriously the Chinese people's request can this Incident be handled properly." 42 Although difficult for outsiders to ascertain, these demands of the Chinese military probably placed constraints on the policy options of the top leaders. According to a former Chinese official, the military "will insist that Jiang hang tough" in the negotiations over the American plane and crew. "There's no doubt," concluded a senior Bush administration analyst that "China's Defence Ministry is the force behind the increasing difficulties we're experiencing." A fourth piece of evidence revealing the influence of hard-liners is the apparent factionalism within China's political elite. Among China scholars, it is widely believed that "reformers" who advocate varying degrees of economic and political liberalisation are pitted against "conservatives" who oppose these reforms to varying degrees. 46 Although the influence of the "conservatives" has been declining since the 1990s, Joseph Fewsmith observed that "events like the bombing of the Chinese embassy in Belgrade and the recent Incident off Hainan Island bring a quick, if temporary, revival of their fortunes". 47 Under these circumstances, internal struggles and compromises within the ruling elite explain China's tough response to the Incident. Indeed, since "the current leadership is really … a fragile coalition formed among groups with divergent interests and views," argued Minxin Pei, "decision-making is by necessity very, very slow and often is made with compromise."
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A fifth empirical indicator of the influence of domestic hard-liners on China's initial resistance point is the public reaction to the Incident. Nationalistic public opinion probably also placed constraints on the policy options of China's top 44 Mulvenon, "Civil-Military Relations", p. 5. 45 leaders. 49 As a result of the political and economic reforms implemented during the past 20 years, Chinese public opinion has become more important politically, even though its precise effects vary and are difficult to specify. Nevertheless, judging by the numerous angry comments of ordinary Chinese reported in newspapers 50 and the flood of anti-American postings on websites, 51 many Chinese believed that the US has engaged in a series of unfriendly actions against China for over a decade. To them, the Hainan spyplane Incident and death of Wang Wei were simply the latest manifestations in a series of hostile American acts that included weapons sales to Taiwan No one here wants to be seen as soft." At the very least, there could be no release of the crew until an acceptable American explanation was received, an investigation of the Incident was conducted, the plane's surveillance equipment examined and the search for the missing Chinese pilot completed. "If there is no apology," observed military analyst Zhang Yihong, "the leadership will not be able to explain to the Chinese people why they have released the crew." Similarly, according to Chu Shulong of the China Institute of Contemporary International Relations, "The leadership is concerned about the reactions of ordinary Chinese and their anger about the Incident. They are trying to satisfy public opinion to get the American government to apologise and explain. … We lost a pilot, remember. There will be no way for us to release the crew at least until our search for him is over." 
Damage to the Overall Relationship
In order to resolve the growing crisis, American and Chinese negotiators had to lower their initial resistance points and thereby enlarge their zone of agreement.
Lowering Initial Resistance Points
The initial resistance points did not generate overlapping "win-sets" and thus prevented a prompt resolution of this Incident. The horizontal dotted line in Figure 2 represents the initial resistance point of the US. The high initial American demands for "sovereign immunity" and the prompt return of both the aircraft and crew are depicted above it. Meanwhile, the dotted vertical line represents China's initial resistance point. China's high initial demands for an apology and a halt to American aerial surveillance are depicted on the right side of it. Since the initial resistance points created a very small (and hence "empty") initial zone of agreement, their "win-sets" did not overlap and no agreement was possible. As explained in the previous section, the available evidence indicates that these high initial resistance points might plausibly be explained as empirical instances of Proposition #1. 
Gains for China
Unless they were lowered, both countries risked deleterious consequences for more important issues involving trade, weapons sales (e.g., Aegis radar system to Taiwan, Chinese missiles to rogue nations) and regional stability. In their Level 1 state-to-state negotiations, they signalled to each other that serious damage to their mutually beneficial overall relationship was the true rock bottom resistance point for both sides. They probably also signalled to each other that they could not yield to each other's high initial demands because their hands were tied by their respective domestic hard-liners. Both sides probably attempted the "tying hands" strategy delineated in Proposition #3, although these signals were probably conveyed privately and have not been revealed publicly. Until insider accounts are publicly available, Proposition #3 cannot be confirmed with the currently available evidence.
In his 3 April remarks, Bush warned the Chinese, "This accident has the potential of undermining our hopes for a fruitful and productive relationship between our two countries. To keep that from happening, our service men and women need to come home." At a cabinet meeting on 9 April, he reiterated, "It is now time for our troops to come home, so that our relationship does not become damaged." 54 Other high-ranking members of the US Government also tried to highlight the true location of the resistance points for both countries. As Cheney emphasised, "Every day that goes by without having it resolved raises the risks to the long-term relationship." Similarly, Powell warned on 8 April, "The relationship is being damaged. The damage can be undone, but in order for the damage to be undone and no further damage to occur, we've got to bring this matter to a close as soon as possible." 55 This orchestrated message of potential damage to the overall relationship was coupled with an explicit reassurance to the Chinese that the US did not want such a deterioration. "It's in their nation's interests to end this situation as quickly as possible", explained Bush on 10 April because "the longer this goes, the more likely it is that it could -could -jeopardise relations, and we certainly don't want that to happen." 56 Chinese leaders similarly did not want to damage the mutually beneficial overall relationship with the US. As Foreign Ministry spokesman Sun Yuxi acknowledged on 5 April, "We do not want to see US-Chinese relations affected by this Incident." In a letter to Powell, Vice Premier Qian Qichen reiterated the Chinese demand for an American apology but also stated, "China hates to see the bilateral relations damaged by this Incident. It has therefore kept a cool head and exercised great restraint in handling this matter." At a 10 April news conference in Uruguay, Jiang asserted, "Given the important roles of our countries, I think we should find an adequate solution to this problem."
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Lowered Resistance Point of China
China's high initial resistance point hampered a prompt resolution of the Incident. One Chinese political analyst worried, "By setting his price so high for the Americans -an apology -he [ Jiang] is probably going to fail, whatever the outcome."
58 Given their primary objective to preserve the mutually beneficial overall relationship with the US, however, Chinese leaders moved to lower their resistance point. Although Chinese military leaders such as Chi Haotian and Zhang Wannian continued to call for an apology and halt to American aerial reconnaissance off China's coast, Chinese leaders risked the ire of intransigent domestic hard-liners by signalling a lowering of Chinese demands. This Level 2 defection against domestic hard-liners in order to seek Level 1 cooperation with the US is an instance of Proposition #2. "I want to emphasise," Jiang stated on 5 April while visiting Chile, "that Chinese and US leaders should manage this situation with maximum interest in bilateral relations in order to find an adequate solution." Then lowering the bar on what was an acceptable apology, he casually said, "I have visited a lot of countries and seen that it is normal for people to ask forgiveness, to say 'excuse me' when they collide in the street." 59 On the same day, Sun reiterated, "We do not want to see US-Chinese relations affected by this Incident." Responding to Powell's conciliatory statements, he acknowledged, "The regret expressed by the US side is a step in the right direction to solving this question." Although still insisting upon an apology, the Foreign Ministry spokesman omitted the earlier Chinese demands for an end to American aerial reconnaissance flights off China's coast. "The crucial point," he insisted instead, "is that the US side should take a co-operative attitude and treat China's representations and protests seriously, admit their mistakes and apologise." 
Lowered Resistance Point of the US
The initial high resistance point of the US was similarly detrimental to a negotiated resolution of the brewing Hainan crisis. A worried Republican foreign policy veteran stated, "By saying we won't apologise, we set the bar way too high." 61 Nevertheless, the initial American demands for "sovereign immunity" and the prompt return of the aircraft and crew were soon scaled back, simply to the expedited return of the crew. "I think we've already pretty much written off the hardware on the plane," acknowledged a congressman after an intelligence briefing. "Right now, it's the crew we care about." 62 Acceding to Chinese demands for an American apology and a halt to aerial surveillance along China's coast, however, was unthinkable given the opposition of American leaders and the demands for tougher action by hard-liners both within the Bush Administration and in the Republican Party. "We've made it very clear", Cheney reiterated on 8 April that "We don't think an apology's in order." The US also rejected the Chinese demand for a halt to aerial reconnaissance flights, with the Vice President insisting, "We absolutely have to continue to exercise our rights, and it is a right to be in international airspace for whatever purpose, and if that includes collection of intelligence, that's appropriate."
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At the same time, however, Bush resisted pressure from hard-liners to threaten or impose retaliation against China on other issues (e.g., weapons to Taiwan, trade sanctions). As an analyst at the Center for Strategic and International Studies noted, "He ignored them, which is to his great credit. He did not let them affect his decisions. …" 64 This refusal to yield to the Level 2 demands of domestic hard-liners in order to seek Level 1 cooperation with China is an instance of Proposition #2.
Joint Modulation of Eventual Resistance Points
The mutual desire of both countries' leaders to preserve their overall bilateral relationship prodded them to lower their initially high resistance points and seek a negotiated resolution of the brewing Hainan crisis. joint modulation of their resistance points. To lower their initial resistance points successfully, each side needed to offer enough concessions to allow the other side to oppose or ignore their respective domestic hard-liners at a minimally acceptable political cost. Furthermore, the determination of the specific contents of their eventual lowered resistance points also depended upon placating some of their respective critics through these uncoordinated mutual concessions. Hence, the decisions to lower their initial resistance points are instances of Proposition #2, but the actual determinations of their eventual resistance points is more plausibly explained as instances of Proposition #4.
The Eventual Resistance Points
In searching for their eventual resistance point, Chinese leaders indicated they would accept some sort of oblique apology to end the crisis as long as the US treated China with respect. As Tang informed Prueher on 4 April, "China values its ties with the United States and hopes that the Incident will be settled properly at an early date. At the same time, China's sovereignty and national dignity allow no infringement, and for the Chinese Government and people, safeguarding the national sovereignty and dignity is more important than anything else." In other words, China values the bilateral relationship with the US and wishes to resolve the crisis, but the US must respect China's sovereignty and dignity by issuing some sort of apology. As a sign of respect, such an apology was, as the China Daily editorialised, "a test of the US government's genuine attitude towards the bilateral relationship". 65 Chinese leaders were flexible about the specific nature of this apology, but they needed some such apology (before releasing the American crew) to moderate anti-American public opinion and thereby prevail in their formal and informal Level 2 bargaining with domestic hard-liners and nationalists. As Lieberthal explained, Jiang "wants to get a resolution that doesn't tear apart the US-China relationship but that does at the same time go far enough to bring the military into support of the basic approach that he's taken". 66 The willingness of the US to offer an oblique apology was decisive in placating enough Chinese hard-liners and nationalists to enable Chinese leaders to lower their resistance point sufficiently to resolve the crisis. This determination of China's eventual resistance point is plausibly explained as an instance of the joint modulation of concessions posited in Proposition #4.
US leaders similarly opted to preserve a mutually beneficial bilateral relationship by lowering the American resistance point. In exchange for the crew they accommodated to Chinese demands for some sort of apology as a sign of American respect for China's sovereignty and dignity. To placate American hardliners, however, Bush and his top advisers explicitly stated that this more conciliatory message was not an apology. "I regret that a Chinese pilot is missing, and I regret one of their airplanes is lost," the President said on 5 April. "Our prayers go out to the family, to the pilot. Our prayers are also with our own servicemen and women, and they need to come home." A day earlier, Powell similarly said, "We regret that the Chinese plane did not get down safe, and we regret the loss of life of that Chinese pilot. But now we need to move on." 67 American expressions of regret were formally expressed in a letter delivered to Qian Qichen on 5 April. According to Keefe, this letter "broke the impasse" and improved the "tenor" of the subsequent discussions between Prueher and Assistant Foreign Minister Zhou Wenzhong. 68 "We have expressed regrets, we've expressed our sorrow, and we are sorry that a life was lost," Powell clarified on 8 April. "I think it's a very proper thing to express our regrets and sorrow over that." With regard to Wang Wei's widow, he added, "We're sorry that her husband was lost, no matter what the fault was." 69 The willingness of Chinese leaders to accept an American expression of regret and sorrow rather than an apology was decisive in placating enough American hard-liners to enable US leaders to lower their resistance point sufficiently to resolve the Hainan crisis. This determination of the eventual resistance point of the US is plausibly explained as an instance of the joint modulation of concessions posited in Proposition #4.
The Negotiated Settlement
The initial resistance points of China and the US created a very small initial zone of agreement that prevented a negotiated resolution of the brewing Hainan crisis. Faced with an impasse that threatened to undermine their mutually beneficial overall relationship, Chinese and American leaders engaged in two-level negotiations to lower their initial resistance points and thereby create some overlap in their "win-sets". In determining their eventual resistance points, they made unofficial and uncoordinated joint concessions that helped each other placate their respective domestic oppositions.
By offering the Chinese people some sort of oblique apology, US leaders helped their Chinese counterparts deflect the demands of domestic hard-liners for an explicit American apology and a halt to US aerial reconnaissance along China's coast. As a result, Chinese leaders were able to lower their resistance point to entail some sort of American expression of US respect for Chinese sovereignty and US sorrow for the death of the Chinese pilot. Similarly, by indicating a willingness to accept some sort of oblique American apology, Chinese leaders helped their American counterparts deflect the demands by domestic hard-liners for no apology of any sort and even tougher retaliations against China. As a result, US leaders were able to lower their resistance point to entail the return of only the crew and the American expression of some sort of regret that showed some respect for China and the missing Chinese pilot. Both sides agreed to postpone all other issues (i.e., the EP-3E, compensation and surveillance flights) for future negotiations.
In the end, without using the word "apology", the US officially apologised for the EP-3E entering China's territory without prior authorisation and expressed sorrow for the missing pilot. In a formal letter to Tang signed by Prueher, the US was "very sorry the entering of China's airspace and the landing did not have verbal clearance" and wished to "convey to the Chinese people and to the family of pilot Wang Wei that we are very sorry for their loss". 70 By jointly lowering their resistance points, apparently against the wishes of their respective domestic hard-liners, the US and China enlarged their zone of agreement sufficiently to make possible a negotiated resolution of the crisis (see Figure 2) .
Semantic Ambiguity and Linguistic Flexibility
In establishing the overlap in their eventual "win-sets", Chinese and American negotiators were aided by the ambiguities surrounding the semantics and translations of the two "very sorries" in Prueher's letter. Although the second "very sorry" apologised for entering Chinese airspace without authorisation, the first "very sorry" was used in a way that essentially expressed regret and sorrow.
Since the official American letter was in English, both sides were able to make their own Chinese translations. In the American translation issued by the US Embassy in Beijing, the first "very sorry" was translated as "feichang wanxi" (i.e., great sympathy) to the Chinese people and the family of Wang Wei. The second "very sorry" was translated as "feichang baoqian" (i.e., extremely sorry) that the American plane landed without Chinese permission. In the Chinese translation printed in People' s Daily, however, the two "very sorries" were translated as "shenbiao qianyi" (i.e., deep expression of apology or regret), which in the Chinese language entails an admission of wrongdoing and an acceptance of responsibility. 71 This official Chinese translation was reprinted in all tightly controlled state newspapers and the American letter was described in these newspapers using the strong Chinese words for apology "dao qian" and "zhi qian".
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Semantic Ambiguity and Joint Deflections
These differences in semantics and translations helped both sides deflect the criticism from their domestic hard-liners that they yielded too much in the negotiations. After the release of the crew, some conservative critics condemned American leaders for yielding to Chinese demands for an apology. "The Bush administration has caved publicly to the Chinese communists," charged the president of the conservative Judicial Watch foundation, "and we aim to find out if any secret promises were made to the 'Butchers of Beijing' behind closed doors." 73 By insisting that they did not issue an apology while procuring the return of the crew, however, American leaders shifted the domestic support on this issue sufficiently in their favour to make their deflection of domestic hardline opposition politically sustainable. For example, Larry Wortzel of the conservative Heritage Foundation concluded that "Bush and Secretary of State Colin Powell appropriately expressed America's regret for the loss of the Chinese pilot's life from the collision. However, because the Incident was accidental and the US was neither negligent nor responsible, the President rightly refused to apologise. Furthermore, the Administration has made it clear that it will resume surveillance flights." 74 "The president has handled the situation very adeptly -I think he's prevented a tough situation from becoming worse," similarly concluded the hawkish Republican Congressman Joseph Pitts. "What can they do this? How can they release them when we haven't finished investigating the collision? The United States should formally apologise. That letter wasn't enough. It's clear the American attitude hasn't changed." A Beijing University student complained, "If all the Americans said was they were sorry, and they didn't give a full apology, then I don't think we should have let the crew go."
79 Despite these protests, however, the extraction of an oblique American apology in the Level 1 negotiations altered the domestic support on this issue sufficiently to make it politically feasible for Chinese leaders to deflect the criticisms of domestic hard-liners in their Level 2 negotiations. As one Chinese student reasoned, "We let the crew go, but we're keeping the plane. We can't let the Incident hurt relations between our countries. I don't think we lost face … And we made the Americans say sorry."
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Conclusion
Chinese and American leaders apparently engaged in two-level negotiations to resolve the brewing Hainan crisis. Although the intricacies of these negotiations are difficult to ascertain, particularly on the Chinese side, the available evidence indicates that informal or implicit Level 2 bargaining between the statesmen and their domestic constituencies affected Level 1 bargaining between states. In establishing their initial resistance points, Chinese and American leaders were influenced by the constraints imposed on them by domestic hard-liners and nationalistic public opinion. In instances of Propositions #1, they defected in their Level 1 negotiations in order to cooperate with their Level 2 constituencies.
To resolve the growing crisis, however, they eventually moderated their initial demands by defecting against their domestic hard-liners. On the Chinese side, Jiang apparently restrained the demands of the military and a nationalistic public to extract a high price for the release of the American crew and plane. The Chinese Government carefully controlled media coverage of the brewing crisis and clamped down on anti-American public demonstrations. 81 On the American side, Bush ignored or resisted demands by hard-liners within the military and the Republican Party for tougher actions to gain release of the crew and plane. By defecting against hard-liners in their Level 2 negotiations, Chinese and American leaders lowered their initial resistance points and opened a search for a negotiated Level 1 resolution. These initial Level 2 defections are instances of Proposition #2. To determine their eventual resistance points, however, Chinese and American leaders made mutual concessions that enabled them to placate enough of their respective domestic critics to render their concessions politically sustainable. This unofficial and uncoordinated joint modulation of their resistance points is an instance of Proposition #4. The lowered demands by each side placated enough of the other side's domestic opposition to enable each side to ignore or resist the objections of their remaining respective hard-liners. By unofficially helping each other deflect the criticisms of their respective Level 2 opponents, they rendered their mutual concessions "ratifiable" domestically and thereby made their Level 1 agreement possible.
In lowering their resistance points and enlarging their zone of agreement, Chinese and American leaders were aided by the ambiguities of semantics and translations. It was very fortuitous that the Chinese have six different levels of apology, while the Americans could be "very sorry" both about their own wrongdoing and about any loss of life. In the end, American and Chinese leaders claimed the other side met their demands and enough of their citizens concurred to enable them to deflect the ire of disgruntled hard-liners. The importance of semantics and translations in facilitating the resolution of the Hainan Incident suggests that devoting greater attention to the effects of language can enhance two-level analysis, especially in cases where the two sides have significantly different languages.
More generally, by illuminating more precisely how two-level negotiations operated in the Hainan case, this article clarifies how this approach can be used to analyse other episodes in China-US relations. Such a two-level approach promises to explain this bilateral relationship more effectively than prevailing single-level approaches based either on domestic conflicts or on purposive calculations by unitary states. Instead of narrow debates about strategic competition ("containment") or strategic partnership ("engagement") on both sides of the Pacific, analysts of China-US relations can explain this key bilateral relationship more profitably by examining the two-level negotiations of resistance points that largely determine international conflict and cooperation.
